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Second Call for Data! 

The Fact-Finding Committee preparing for 
the Conference on American Relations with 
China (Baltimore, September 17 to 20) would 
welcome material of any sort on China that 
has come to members of the F. P. A.—letters, 
photographs, newspaper clippings, ete. Ad- 
dress F. P. A., 9 East 45th Street, New York 
City, stating source of information. 
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THE LEAGUE REPORT ON MOSUL 





NLESS some unforeseen contingency 

arises the Turco-British dispute con- 
cerning the northern boundary of Iraq 
will shortly be settled. In October, 1924, 
it will be recalled, the two interested 
Powers, in accordance with Article 3 of 
the Treaty of Lausanne, submitted to the 
Council of the League of Nations the 
question of the definitive disposition of 
the former Ottoman vilayet of Mosul. 
Thereupon the Council despatched to the 
Near East a commission of three mem- 
bers, headed by Count Paul Teleki, former 
Prime Minister of Hungary, to study the 
problem and submit a report upon the 
basis of which the Council might render 
a decision. Pending the report of the 
commissioners, the British and Turkish 
governments pledged themselves to ob- 
serve the inviolability of the provisional 
frontier. They further pledged them- 
selves to abide by the decision of the Coun- 
cil when rendered.* 

The League’s commission has now pre- 
sented a detailed report of over two hun- 
dred printed pages suggesting that the 
Council base its disposition of Mosul upon 
one of the following three proposals: 

1. That the disputed district in the 
Mosul area should become a League of Na- 
tions mandate for about twenty-five years, 
provisions being made to meet the desires 
of the Kurds for the appointment of admin- 
istrative officials, judges and teachers of 
their own race and for the establishment 
of the Kurdish language as the official 
tongue of the district. Or 

2. That should the mandate over Iraq, 
which Great Britain holds under the League 
of Nations, terminate after four years, as 
provided in the treaty of 1922-1923 be- 
tween Great Britain and Iraq, and if guar- 
antees cannot be given the Kurds under 
the rule of Iraq, then the majority of the 
population of the disputed area would pre- 
fer Turkish sovereignty to that of the Arab 
State of Iraq and the territory, therefore, 
should be awarded to Turkey. Or 


* News Bulletin, Vol. III], No. 62, November 7, 1924. 


3. That if, after examining the whole 
situation, the Council of the League should 
prefer the partition of the territory, the 
commission recommends the establishment 
of the Lesser Zab river, a tributary of the 
Tigris, as the line of demarcation. 


None of these three proposals is likely 
to meet with the approval of both sides 
to the controversy. Turks and Arabs 


would hardly view with enthusiasm the 


erection of a Kurdish buffer state such as 
is contemplated in the first of the possible 
solutions suggested by the commission. 
The British resent the political implica- 
tions of the second plan, involving, as it 
does, a choice between prolonging the ex- 
pensive mandate in Iraq for a period of 
twenty years and permitting the return 
to Turkey of the entire Mosul area. The 
third project is less radical than either 
of the other two but proposes a compro- 
mise which would fall far short of the ex- 
treme demands of both sides. 

The Council may, if it wishes, arrive at 
a solution quite outside the aforementioned 
advisory opinions of the boundary com- 
mission. Hazarding a guess on the limited 
information now available, however, one 
might say that the third proposal of 
Count Teleki and his associates is likely 
to be adopted. It would give Turkey 
about two-thirds of the territory under 
dispute, including the city of Mosul itself, 
thus enabling the Angora government to 
lay claim, at home if not abroad, to a con- 
siderable diplomatic triumph and a cor- 
responding enhancement of Turkish pres- 
tige. It would appear to award to Iraq, 
and to the (predominantly British) Turk- 
ish Petroleum Company, the principal oil 
fields of the region. It would involve for 
the League the fewest administrative re- 
sponsibilities and would enable the Council 
to add another to its list of prompt and 
efficacious (if not thoroughly satisfactory) 
territorial settlements. From the British 
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point of view the principal technical ob- 
jection to such a compromise is that it 
would invalidate the Arab ratification of 
the Anglo-Iraq Treaty of 1922, which con- 
tained the reservation that “this Treaty 
and its Agreements shall be invalid if 
Great Britain does not protect the right 
of Iraq to the vilayet of Mosul in its en- 
tirety.” But the history of the treaty and 
the unusual circumstances in which it was 
ratified lead one to believe that King 
Feisal’s government — created by Great 
Britain and maintained by British arms— 
will offer no serious obstacle to any plan 
accepted by His Britannic Majesty’s Sec- 
retary of State for Foreign Affairs. Cer- 
tainly, proposal No. 3 involves fewer in- 
terferences with the Anglo-Iraq Treaty 
than does either of the other solutions sug- 
gested by the commission. 

It is of interest to note that British 
claims based upon right of conquest were 
completely repudiated. The commission 
distinctly held that ‘from the legal point 
of view Mosul is an integral part of 
Turkey until Turkey has renounced its 
right of sovereignty.” But should the 
Council decide that economic, geographic, 
strategic, or other considerations warrant 
the separation of all or part of Mosul 
from the Turkish Republic, the latter is 
bound by the Treaty of Lausanne to ac- 
cept the decision. It is encouraging to 
observe that as yet no unfavorable criti- 
cisms of the report of the commission have 
been received from Angora or Constanti- 
nople. 


Whatever disposition be made of the 
disputed territory, it is imperative that 
adequate guarantees be given national and 
religious minorities. Therefore the boun- 
dary commission has recommended that a 
representative of the League of Nations 
reside at Mosul for a number of years to 
observe fulfilment of all terms of the set- 
tlement. A recent Turco-British contro- 
versy illustrates the necessity of some 
such impartial resident. In July the Turk- 
ish Ministry of Foreign Affairs com- 
plained that reprisals had been visited 
upon inhabitants of the Mosul area who 
had declared their preference for Turkish 
rule—such persons, it was charged, hav- 
ing been punished by the Arab and Brit- 
ish authorities with molestation, impris- 
onment, terrorization, murder, and the 
bombing of whole villages. To these as- 
sertions the British Government replied 
that its excessively liberal policy during 
the visit to Mosul of the boundary com- 
mission had “had the effect of encourag- 
ing lawlessness”; that “punitive meas- 
ures” had of necessity been taken against 
tribes which had become “disaffected 
as a result of Turkish propaganda”; 
that ‘demonstration flights,” “air action,” 
and other military measures’ were 
“solely dictated by reasons of pub- 








lic security and 
cessity.” Such charges and counter- 
charges become meaningless when judged 
from a distance of three thousand miles. 
Who, for example, can decide from this 
distance whether there exists the “system- 
atic terrorization” denounced by Angora, 
or whether there have been merely the 
“demonstration flights’’ defended by Lon- 
don? It would be the business of the 
League resident in Mosul to observe the 
facts, sift the evidence, and submit an un- 
biased report to Geneva. 

The atmosphere is more favorable now 
to a satisfactory settlement than it was 
a year ago. Mustapha Kemal has main- 
tained his hold upon the government of 
Turkey without the time-honored device 
of feeding upon international crises, and 
there is scant probability that he will hurt 
his prestige abroad by high-handed dis- 
regard of the League’s decision. The 
sritish position in relation to the Mosul 
oilfields has been greatly strengthened by 
a satisfactory adjustment, reached last 
March, of the international controversy 
concerning the Turkish Petroleum Com- 
pany. American and French diplomatic 
opposition to British economic domination 
in Iraq has been softened by the following 
allocation of interests in Mosul petroleum 
resources: twenty-five per cent to the 
Anglo-Persian Oil Company (controlled 
by the British Government) ; twenty-five 
per cent to the Royal Dutch Shell group 
(two-fifths British capital) ; twenty-five 
per cent to the Compagnie Francaise des 
Pétroles (representing sixty-seven French 
companies) ; twenty-five per cent to sev- 
eral leading American oil corporations. In 
such of the Mosul area as is awarded to 
Iraq the Turkish Petroleum Company is 
assured a monopoly. In the region 
awarded to Turkey, if any, the company 
would have to secure confirmation from 
Angora of its concession or alleged con- 
cession obtained in 1914 from the Sultan. 
But there is good reason to agree with the 
company’s official statement that “while 
it is true that the question of the Mosul 
frontier has not been settled, it may safely 
be assumed that, whatever the outcome, 
the droits acquis of the company in the 
Mosul area will be respected.”” The Coun- 
cil of the League, in view of the stabiliza- 
tion of political conditions in Turkey and 
of the settlement of the international oil 
controversy, faces no insuperable obstacles 
to an amicable adjustment of the Turco- 
Iraq boundary tangle. 

EDWARD MEAD EARLE. 





Germany. By G. P. GoocH; Scribner’s, 
New York, 1925. Introduction by H. A. 
L. Fisher. The background of modern 


German history, given succinctly by one 
of the most eminent British historians. 
Treats thoroughly and very fairly of the 
war and post-war Germany. 
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